Examining MWEP and its validity in an Islamic society: A national study in Iran  by Chanzanagh, Hamid Ebadollahi & Akbarnejad, Mahdi
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 30 (2011) 1430 – 1437
 
 
Procedia  
Social and 
Behavioral 
Sciences Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  00 (2011) 000–000 
www.elsevier.com/locate/procedia 
 
WCPCG-2011 
Examining MWEP and its validity in an Islamic society: A national 
study in Iran 
Hamid Ebadollahi Chanzanagh a *, Mahdi Akbarnejad b 
aSocial Sciences Department, Faculty of Literature and Humanities, The University of Guilan, Tehran road, Rasht, P.BOX: 41635-3988, Iran 
bIndpendent researcher, No 6, Rose Alley, Firooz Street, Tabriz, P.BOX:5173874478 , Iran 
 
Abstract 
This study investigates the validity of Persian version of Multidimensional Work Ethic Profile (MWEP), and compares its 
outcome with the MWEP versions in other cultures. In 2007, this scale has been used as an international scale for measuring 
work ethic in English, Spanish and Korean cultures and its use in an Islamic culture helps to discern the extent of generality and 
comprehensiveness of the model. In this national research, the sample group consisted of 266 individuals who are staffs from 
Export Development Bank of Iran. In order to investigate to what extent the Persian version of MWEP measures the same values, 
a factor analysis is carried out. The results reveal that in Persian version this scale shows a close proximity to the MWEP in its 
English, Spanish and Korean versions, and 7 work ethic dimensions in these cultures applies to Persian version as well. 
© 2011 Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
In the last decades, there have been considerable inclinations for cross-cultural studies. On the one hand, these 
studies can reveal cultural differences in the target contexts, and on the other they can facilitate accessing to a 
scientifically universal principle in science. Work ethic studies are one of these areas which have specifically 
absorbed scholar’s attentions in different branches of humanities. A review of literature in work ethics indicates that 
in the past two decades considerable quantitative and qualitative studies in cross-cultural and trans-national scopes 
are taken place. These studies have expanded in two directions: local and universal conceptualisation. Local 
conceptualisation concentrates on local and native work ethic. For example, Arabic work ethic, Russian work ethic, 
Australian work ethic and Islamic work ethic all aim at reaching a centripetal consensus in work ethic construction 
across different cultures. This construction in turn can embody an international criterion for work ethic construction. 
However, in this paper we will concentrate only on universal aspect of work ethic construction. 
In spite of extensive theoretical discussions in work ethic and its operationalization, which has a long history in 
work ethic literature, its application in Iran is rather a new subject and it only confines to a few studies in the past 15 
years (Rajabzade, 1997; Moeidfar, 2001; Ebadollahi Chanzanagh & Nejat, 2010). In this regard, the present study 
attempts to investigate the application of a most recent and a thorough work ethic model, i.e. Multidimensional 
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Work Ethic Profile (MWEP) at national scope in Iran’s context. In 2007, this model has been applied internationally 
in countries such as England, Spain and Korea (Woehr, Arciniega, & Lim, 2007). The application of such a model in 
Iran as an Islamic country, therefore, can reveal to what extent this model can be used as a universal criterion. 
In previous studies in Iran, Petty scale (Petty, 1993) has widely been recruited for work ethic measurement. The 
present study, however, by the use of MWEP among Iranians can help for precise measurement of work ethic on the 
one hand, and the application of such a model in an Islamic country on the other.  
2. Review of Literature 
Perhaps the first attempt in building a model for qualitative work ethic measurement is the Protestant Ethic Scale 
which is created by Goldstein and Eichhorn (1961). The next scope belongs to Blood (1969) whose method is 
named as Pro-Protestant Ethic Scale.  Nonetheless, one of the effective methods used many years belongs to Mirels 
and Garrett (1971) who introduced one of the important work ethic methods known as the Protestant Work Ethic 
Scale. Other scales are named such as the Spirit of Capitalism Scale (Hammond & Williams, 1976); the Work and 
Leisure Ethic Scales (Buchholz, 1978); the Eclectic Protestant Ethic Scale (Ray, 1982); the Australian Work Ethic 
Scale (Ho & Lloyd, 1984) and finally the Multidimensional Work Ethic Profile (MWEP) (Miller, Woehr, & 
Hudspeth, 2002). 
A discussion over the reliability of the Protestant Work Ethic Construct has always been hot and in a way it stems 
from its definition. The fact that the Protestant Work Ethic Construction has many dimensions and scopes, which are 
designed for its measurement, whether will cover each of these dimensions or not has been a serious discussions 
among scholars. One of these efforts is taken by Furnham (1990). He carried a factor analysis on seven Work Ethic 
scales and drew 5 interpretable factors which are the major representatives of the 7 Protestant Work Ethic 
Constructions: “belief in hard work”, “leisure”, “moral and religious beliefs”, “independence from others”, and 
“asceticism”. 
 Miller, Woehr, and Hudspeth (2002) in their thorough investigations have criticized previous versions of the 
Protestant Work Ethic scales, and they have introduced multi-dimensional version of Work Ethic, arguing that these 
versions cannot measure different aspects of Work Ethic. From their perspectives, the Work Ethic Construct is 
multi-dimensional and includes: centrality of work,  self-reliance, hard work, leisure, morality/ethics, delay of 
gratification and wasted time. The Multidimensional Work Ethic Profile (MWEP) introduced by Miller, Woehr, and 
Hudspeth (2002), which is based on a rich literature of the Protestant Work Ethic, were employed internationally 
later in English, Spanish and Korean cultures in order to examine its validity as an international criterion for Work 
Ethic. The result of their investigations “indicated that original English and newly developed Korean and  Spanish 
versions of the MWEP were equivalent measures across the three diverse populations they sampled. In essence, they 
found that MWEP in English language, Spanish language and Korean language  measured the same set of seven 
work ethic dimensions originally proposed by Miller et al. (2002)” (Woher, Arciniega, & Lim, 2007).  
3. Method 
This paper employs the Multidimensional Work Ethic Profile (MWEP) (Miller, Woehr, & Hudspeth, 2002) in 
Iran’s Islamic culture as a new context. This is to remind that the employed criterion is the same as used in English, 
Spanish and Korean cultures by Woehr, Arciniega, and Lim (2007). Samples are 266 employees from Export 
Development Bank of Iran, which has branches throughout the country. Questionnaires posted to different branches 
of the said bank across the country, and respondents freely answered the questions. In this study a factor analysis 
(Principal Component Analysis) is carried out to assess the extent to which Miller, Woehr, and Hudspeth (2002) 
model apply to Iran’s culture as it has been in American, Mexican or Korean cultures. To put it precisely, the result 
of factor analysis from the answered questions is used to validate the scope of this model in Iran’s context. 
3.1. Measures 
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The MWEP is a 65 item self-report measure tapping seven conceptually distinct dimensions, i.e. work centrality, 
self-reliance, hard work, leisure, morality/ethics, delay of gratification and wasted  time). Each of the seven 
dimensions is assessed with 10 items except “the delay of gratification” in item 7 and wasted time in item 8 (Woehr, 
Arciniega, & Lim, 2007). Responses to all items are made on 5 point, Likert-type scales (1=strongly disagree, 
5=strongly agree). The following formula is used to calculate work ethic for each of the respondents: 
 
The whole mark for MWEP = (the calculation of whole items – 52) / (260 - 52) * 100 
4. Results 
Regarding the nature of this research, the results can be classified in three sections: first the validity of MWEP, 
second its reliability and finally Iranians measure of MWEP. 
4.1. The validity of MWEP 
The main aim of this study is to reveal the result of factor analysis application on samples to investigate the extent to 
which their answers comply with the MWEP 7 dimensional approach. The statistical results show that the numbers of 
respondents to carry a factor analysis is enough, i.e. KMO=0/82. Bartlett’s Sphericity is equal 7183/2 with a significant 
level of p=0/000 is obtained, and because this significant amount is accurately done and the questions contained in each 
factor are correlated with each other at higher root.  
Table 1. KMO and Bartlett’s Test 
KMO and Bartelett’s Test   
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy  .824 
  Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 7183.205 
 Df 
Sig. 
2080 
.000 
Scree’s test indicates that 7 factors can be driven. Moreover, residue correlation matrix showed that seven factors 
could explain the correlation between variables and could also explain up to 44 percent of the variance in 
observations.  
Table 2.  Total Variance explained 
 
Component 
 
 
 
 
 
Total 
Initial 
Eigenvalues 
 
 
% of Variance 
 
 
 
 
Cumulative% 
 
 
 
 
Total 
Extraction 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loading 
 
% of Variance 
 
 
 
 
Cumulative% 
 
 
 
 
Total 
Rotation 
Sums of 
Squared 
Loadings 
 
% of Variance 
 
 
 
 
Cumulative% 
1 11.249 17.307 17.307 11.249 17.307 17.307 5.999 9.230 9.230 
2 5.056 7.778 25.085 5.056 7.778 25.085 4.926 7.578 16.807 
3 3.496 5.379 30.464 3.496 5.379 30.464 4.612 7.096 23.904 
4 2.406 3.701 34.165 2.406 3.701 34.165 4.047 6.227 30.130 
5 2.293 3.527 37.692 2.293 3.527 37.692 3.852 5.925 36.055 
6 1.944 2.991 40.683 1.944 2.991 40.683 2.496 3.841 39.896 
7 1.719 2.645 43.328 1.719 2.645 43.328 2.231 3.432 43.328 
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 On the basis of rotating load factors in the Varimax method, there were 52 questions in the factor analysis 
remained which were concerned with the Protestant Work Ethic variables. After removal of irrelevant questions to 
the factors, the ways samples are loaded around factors are as follows: 
First factor (1) or “morality/ethics” with 10 samples includes: 37, 48, 25, 54, 15, 7, 51, 57, 16, and 61. 
Second factor (2) or “hard work” with 9 samples includes: 45, 38, 20, 47, 60, 22, 24, 35, and 55. 
Third factor (3) or “self-reliance” with 9 samples includes: 34, 32, 59, 28, 50, 26, 44, 6, and 21. 
Fourth factor (4) or “leisure aspect” with 8 samples includes: 49, 8, 5, 31, 58, 27, 14, and 43. 
Fifth factor (5) or “work centrality” with 8 samples includes: 33, 41, 10, 4, 40, 2, 30, and 13. 
Sixth factor (6) or “delay of gratification” with 4 samples includes: 29, 46, 19, and 11. 
Seventh factor (7) or “the wasted time” with 4 samples includes: 36, 9, 65, and 56.  
Table 3. Items’ loading after factor analysis 
Dimension Before factor analysis After Factor analysis 
Self-Reliance 6, 21, 26, 28, 32, 34, 44, 50, 59, 55 34, 32, 59, 28, 50, 26, 44, 6, 21 
Morality/Ethics 7, 15, 16, 25, 37, 48, 51, 54, 57, 61 37, 48, 25, 54, 15, 7, 51, 57, 16, 61 
Leisure 5, 8, 14, 18, 27, 31, 43, 49, 58, 63 49, 8, 5, 31, 58, 27, 14, 43 
Hard Work 17, 20, 22, 24, 35, 38, 45, 47, 53, 60 45, 38, 20, 47, 60, 22, 24, 35, 55 
Centrality of Work 2, 4, 10, 13, 30, 33, 40, 41, 52, 64 33, 41, 10, 4, 40, 2, 30, 13 
Wasted Time 1, 9, 12, 23, 36, 39, 65, 56 36, 9, 65, 56 
Delay of Gratification 3, 11, 19, 29, 42, 46, 62 29, 46, 19, 11 
   
 
4.2. Reliability  of MWEP scale 
After the application of factor analysis for investigating the way in which samples are loaded, in the following 
imaginary factors, the stability of samples’ questionnaires with separating factors are calculated according to 
Cronbach Alpha’s technique. The following table indicates the reliability of factors which are derived from factor 
analysis:  
Table 4. Reliability estimates for each dimension by sample 
Dimension Items number Reliability 
Self-Reliance 9 0/866 
Morality/Ethics 10 0/636 
Leisure 8 0/799 
Hard Work 9 0/826 
Centrality of Work 8 0/730 
Wasted Time 4 0/684 
Delay of Gratification 4 0/663 
Protestant Work Ethic 52 0/87 
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4.3. The MWEP in Iran 
The results show that the average Protestant Work Ethic in Iran is 66/78± 8/24, and minimum and maximum are 
46/37 and 91/52 respectively. Tilt coefficient is SK=0/09, which is the sign of positive distribution of data. That is, 
25 % of the Protestant Work Ethic respondents are less than 61/03; 25 % of the Protestant Work Ethic respondents 
are between 66/47 and 72/47; and finally 25 % of the Protestant Work Ethic respondents are more than 72/47. All in 
all, it can be claimed that the average Protestant Work Ethic in Iran is high.  
 
Table 5. Descriptives for MWEP 
 
N 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Variance 
 
Skewness 
 
Min 
 
Max 
 
First Quartile 
Quartiles Deviation 
2nd Quartile 
 
3rd Quartile 
266 66/78 8/24 67/91 0/095 46/37 91/52 61/03 66/47 72/47 
  
Table 6. Descriptives for each dimension of MWEP 
Dimension  
N 
 
Mean 
 
SD 
 
Variance 
 
Skewness 
 
Min 
 
Max 
 
First Quartile 
Quartiles Deviation 
2nd Quartile 
 
3rd Quartile 
Self-Reliance 266 69/83 15/24 232/29 -0/674 25 100 63/88 72/22 80/55 
Morality/Ethics 266 81/42 12/08 145/97 -0/862 35 100 75 82/50 90 
Leisure   266 53/53 16/12 260/11 0/053 12/50 96/88 43/75 53/12 62/50 
Hard Work 266 65/70 17/02 289/90 -0/402 3/13 100 53/12 68/75 75 
Centrality of Work 266 69/63 13/72 188/45 -0/572 12/50 100 62/50 68/75 78/12 
Wasted Time  266 70/60 12/13 147/19 -0/223 28/13 100 26/50 71/87 78/12 
Delay of Gratification 266 56/71 18/09 327/60 -0/025 12/50 100 43/75 56/25 68/75 
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Appendix 
Table 1. Differentiation of factors on the base of factor loading with Varimax rotation 
 
Items 
 
1 
 
2 
Component 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
6 
 
7 
37 .71 .117 .235 -.042 .049 -.133 -.026 
48 .64 .000 -.001 -.186 .129 -.088 .026 
25 .63 .020 .180 .116 .114 .064 -.193 
54 .57 .099 .104 .003 .013 .053 -.103 
15 .54 .244 .070 .023 -.073 -.030 .149 
7 .52 .071 .105 .040 .138 .017 .128 
52 .48 .273 .161 -.169 .425 .074 -.052 
51 .48 .130 .215 .041 .239 .156 -.281 
23 .47 .307 .102 -.097 -.075 .369 .081 
57 .45 .026 .090 -.245 -.091 -.139 .236 
39 .45 .181 .031 .087 .190 .027 .052 
12 .42 .011 -.062 -.115 -.073 .423 .274 
53 .39 .123 .114 .278 .205 .151 -.071 
18 -.35 -.018 -.002 .329 -.246 .158 -.137 
16 .32 -.276 -.007 -.277 .243 -.181 .136 
61 .19 -.142 .100 .191 .145 -.035 .048 
45 .252 .73 .036 -.102 .098 .018 .043 
38 .060 .71 .109 -.036 .094 .076 .170 
20 .159 .67 .200 -.039 .210 .055 .069 
47 .286 .62 .131 -.062 .098 -.025 -.084 
60 .193 .6 .041 -.135 -.078 .235 .348 
22 .022 .6 .032 -.065 .202 -.130 .085 
24 .191 .59 .205 -.123 .208 .174 -.087 
35 .022 .52 .080 -.075 -.011 .085 -.053 
64 .138 .36 .106 -.175 .333 .225 .349 
55 .119 .35 .340 .038 -.081 .170 .310 
34 .207 .153 .76 .015 -.079 .074 -.068 
32 .047 .098 .75 .064 -.129 .007 .067 
59 -.011 .094 .71 .140 -.021 .063 -.022 
28 .134 -.021 .71 .093 .089 .021 .200 
50 .151 -.001 .69 .130 .162 .081 .058 
26 .270 .330 .61 .000 -.010 .037 -.035 
44 .294 .089 .59 -.009 .211 .020 -.068 
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6 .145 .120 .53 .139 .139 -.081 .413 
21 .171 .315 .46 .020 .225 .002 .282 
49 -.131 -.039 -.013 .66 -.195 .039 -.080 
8 .143 -.055 .069 .65 -.114 -.192 .109 
5 .150 -.072 .100 .64 .016 -.074 .128 
31 -.054 -.189 .135 .63 .009 -.061 -.087 
58 -.121 -.085 .003 .57 -.255 -.077 -.036 
27 .049 -.198 .184 .54 -.174 -.021 .252 
14 -.043 -.097 .027 .52 .046 -.027 -.224 
43 -.251 -.070 .068 .49 -.287 .024 -.129 
3 .081 .199 .25 .33 .126 -.086 .156 
33 .288 .054 .158 -.218 .56 .127 -.170 
41 .366 .136 .116 -.204 .56 .005 -.008 
10 .190 -.057 .069 -.259 .55 .018 .017 
4 .179 .108 .025 .149 .52 .149 -.030 
40 .055 .137 -.031 -.287 .5 -.028 .114 
2 -.019 .126 -.052 -.064 .44 .088 .193 
1 .137 .312 -.135 .059 .43 .170 .144 
30 .345 .082 .198 .060 .4 .105 -.153 
13 .057 .218 .133 -.158 .37 .249 .180 
42 -.098 .083 .023 .273 .3 .067 .049 
29 -.031 .280 .008 -.036 -.045 .64 .113 
46 .014 .141 .002 -.081 .274 .64 .063 
19 .085 .055 .161 -.034 .252 .62 .148 
11 .124 -.191 .096 -.121 .222 .49 -.061 
36 .61 .160 .055 -.053 -.058 .273 .541 
9 .55 .061 .107 -.043 .157 .135 .445 
65 -.026 .304 .085 -.049 .210 .097 .422 
65 .49 .065 .092 .019 .135 .069 .419 
        
 
 
MWEP Scale (Miller, Woehr, & Hudspeth, 2002) 
1. It is important to stay busy at work and not waste time. 
2. I feel uneasy when there is little work for me to do. 
3. If I want to buy something, I always wait until I can afford it. 
4. I feel content when I have spent the day working. 
5. Life would be more meaningful if we had more leisure time. 
6. To be truly successful, a person should be self-reliant. 
7. One should always take responsibility for one’s actions. 
8. I would prefer a job that allowed me to have more leisure time. 
9. Time should not be wasted, it should be used efficiently. 
10. Even if I were financially able, I would not stop working. 
11. I get more fulfillments from items I had to wait for. 
12. I schedule my day in advance to avoid wasting time. 
13. A hard days work is very fulfilling. 
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14. The more time I can spend in a leisure activity, the better I feel. 
15. One should always do what is right and just. 
16. I would take items from work if I felt I was not getting paid enough. 
17. Nothing is impossible if you work hard enough. 
18. The less time one spends working and the more leisure time one has, the better. 
19. Things that you have to wait for are the most worthwhile. 
20. Working hard is the key to being successful. 
21. Self-reliance is the key to being successful. 
22. If one works hard enough, one is likely to make a good life for oneself. 
23. I constantly look for ways to productively use my time. 
24. Hard work makes one a better person. 
25. One should not pass judgment until one has heard all of the facts. 
26. People would be better off if they depended on themselves. 
27. Work takes too much of our time, leaving little time to relax. 
28. One should live one’s own life independent of others as much as possible. 
29. A distant reward is usually more satisfying than an immediate one. 
30. It is very important for me to always be able to work. 
31. More leisure time is good for people. 
32. One must avoid dependence on other persons whenever possible. 
33. Even if I inherited a great deal of money, I would continue to work somewhere. 
34. I do not like having to depend on other people. 
35. By working hard a person can overcome every obstacle that life presents. 
36. I try to plan out my workday so as not to waste time. 
37. You should never tell lies about other people. 
38. Any problem can be overcome with hard work. 
39. How a person spends their time is as important as how they spend their money. 
40. Even if it were possible for me to retire, I would still continue to work. 
41. Life without work would be very boring. 
42. I prefer to save until I can afford something and not buy it on credit. 
43. The world would be a better place if people spent more time relaxing. 
44. I strive to be self-reliant. 
45. If you work hard you will succeed. 
46. The best things in life are those you have to wait for. 
47. Anyone who is able and willing to work hard has a good chance of succeeding. 
48. Stealing is all right as long as you don’t get caught. 
49. The job that provides the most leisure time is the job for me. 
50. Having a great deal of independence from others is very important to me. 
51. It is important to treat others as you would like to be treated. 
52. I experience a sense of fulfillment from working. 
53. A person should always do the best job possible. 
54. It is never appropriate to take something that does not belong to you. 
55. Only those who depend on themselves get ahead in life. 
56. Wasting time is as bad as wasting money. 
57. There are times when stealing is justified.   
58. People should have more leisure time to spend in relaxation. 
59. It is important to control one’s destiny by not being dependent on others. 
60. By simply working hard enough, one can achieve one’s goals. 
61. People should be fair in their dealings with others. 
62. The only way to get anything worthwhile is to save for it. 
63. Leisure time activities are more interesting than work. 
64. A hard days work provides a sense of accomplishment. 
65. A distaste for hard work usually reflects a weakness of character. 
